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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by 
the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 19, 20, 23, 24, 27, 32, 33-37, 70, 71, 74, 75, 78, 83-88, 104 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being unpatentable over Morgan et al. (U.S. Patent # 5,220,674) in view of Cain 
et al. (U.S. Patent # 5,764,892) 

Regarding claims 19, 70: Morgan teaches a response apparatus (10 of fig. 1) comprising: 
status acquisition means (48 of fig. 1) for acquiring a status of a machine (column 16 line 14-16) 
to be checked; discrimination means (event handler, column 17, lines 30-35) for discriminating a 
type of an error (specific event, column 12, lines 40-45) indicated by the acquired status; 
response addressee determination means (48 of fig. 1) for determining a response addressee 
depending upon the discriminated type of the error; (column 34 line 13-19) response information 
preparation means (event handler of column 16 line 58-69) for preparing response information 
representing the discriminated type of the error in accordance with the determined addressee; 
(column 34, lines 10-20) and response information output means (138 of fig. 4) for outputting the 
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prepared response information to the determined response addressee. (See column 7 line 45-50, 
column 34, lines 10-20) 

Morgan does not teach a response medium determination means for determining a 
response medium based on the discriminated type of error, and preparing and outputting the 
prepared response information using the determined response medium. 

Cain, in the same area of sending status information, teaches a response medium 
determination means (monitoring system, column 4, lines 20-29) for determining a response 
medium (E-mail, fax, column 4, lines 20-30) based on the discriminated type of status (column 
624, lines 1-20) in a device, and outputting the prepared response information to an address, 
using the determined response medium. (Column 624, lines 1-20). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person with ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Morgan to include: a response medixun determination 
means for determining a response medium based on the discriminated type of error, and 
outputting the prepared response information using the determined response medium. 

It would have been obvious to a person with ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Morgan by the teaching of Cain because of the following 
reasons: (a) it would have allowed the response to be reached at the addressee through multiple 
communication links, and if one conmiunication link fail, the addressee would still be able to 
obtain the response by using other communication links; (b) it would have allowed the response 
to reach the addressee using the fastest communication link at the time of transmitting the 
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response; and (c) it would have allowed the response to reach the addressee using the cheapest 
conununication link at the time of transmitting the response. 

Regarding to claims 20, 71 : Morgan teaches that the status collector would have to select 
a response procedure in sending status to a file server (# 24 of fig. 1) fi-om a plurality of available 
procedures. The available procedures include procedures of sending status to a resource, a file 
server, (#26 of fig. 1), and a printing client. (#18a of fig. 1) 

Regarding claims 23, 74: In sending status information, the response procedure 
determination would have to know what status (content) is to be sent. (See column 7 line 43-50 
of Morgan) 

Regarding to claims 24, 75: Morgan teaches that the response procedure determination 
means designates a response medium, (See appropriate messages of column 7 line 47) 

Regarding claims 27, 78: Morgan teaches to send status information to a file server and to 
a service manager. (See fig. 1) The service manager and the file server speak different language 
because a file server is a computer and would only understand binary code while a service 
manger would speak English. 

Regarding claims 32, 83: Morgan teaches that the determination means in the print server 
would have to determine (define) an appropriate response message (response content) to be 
displayed in a user's console. (See colunm 7 line 45-50) Morgan fiirther teaches to use a status 
collector (column 20 line 45-55) to store all definition of the status (response content) in the 
system. 
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Regarding claims 33, 34, 84, 85: Morgan in view of Cain do not teach wherein the status 
data in the definition information indicates a single status, and a combination of a plurality of 
status. 

Applicant admits that fig. 3 of this application is prior art. In figure 3 of this application, 
the status data "state 0" indicates a single status and status data " state 0, state 1 " indicates a 
plurality of status. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person with ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Morgan and Cain to include: the status data in the 
definition information indicates a single status, and a combination of a plurality of status. 

It would have been obvious to a person with ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Morgan in view of Cain by the admitted prior art because 
of the following reasons: (a) it would have allowed a user to know whether the statuses are a 
single event or multiple events; and (b) it would help users determine whether to check the status 
right the way or at a later time. 

Regarding claims 35, 86: Morgan teaches a status changes when time elapses. (Printers 
20 needs paper, column 7, lines 49, and it would change with time because when paper is added 
to the printer, the printer would not need paper anymore. 

Regarding claim 36, 87: Morgan teaches wherein status in the definition information also 
include a plurality of statuses that occur at the same time. (Printer status such as ink is low 
would happen at the same time with the printer being out of paper) 
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Regarding claims 37, 88: Morgan teaches that the response apparatus further comprising 
response procedure designation means (controller 40 of colunm 12 line 45-51) for designating a 
response procedure for each status (see appropriate messages), wherein, in consonance with the 
acquired status, the response procedure selection means selects a response procedure (appropriate 
message of column 7 line 45-50) designated by the response procedure designation means. 

Regarding claims 104: Morgan discloses a print server (see fig, 1) to store a program to 
control the server (computer) to perform the function as discussed in claim 19. 

3. Claims 1-18,52-6^ are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Morgan et al. in view of Cain et al. as applied to claims 19, and 70 and further in view of 
Mandeletal. (5358238) 

Regarding claims 1, 52: Morgan teaches that the response apparatus further comprising: 
response message determination means (event handler of column 16 line 58-69) for determining 
a response message in accordance with the determined type of error, (colunm 7 line 45-50), and 
the response information preparation means prepares the response information for the response 
medium, (see discussion of claims 19, 70) 

Morgan in view of Cain does not teach that response information is in text form and is 
generated by combining the determined response message with an opening phase or closing 
phase that is a characteristic of the response medium. 
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However, Mandel, in the same area of conveying status messages of a printer to a user, 
teaches to generate a display message in text form by combining the message that the printer is 
out of paper v^ith an opening text phase (see the text phase "the printer is out of paper" of column 
28 line 5) that is a characteristic of the display medium. (Displaying text messages is a 
characteristic of the display medium) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the response information conveying method of Morgan in 
view of Cain by: generating the response information in text form by having the response 
information preparation means of Morgan in view of Cain to combine the determined response 
message with an opening phase or closing phase that is a characteristic of the response medium. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have modified the response information conveying method of Morgan in view of Cain 
by the teaching of Mandel because of the following reasons: (a) transmitting a text message 
would show the details of the status of the network resource to a user that he would understand; 
and (b) providing detail status information of network resources is desirable because it would 
help a user to select the best available resources to perform a job. 

Regarding claims 2, 53: Morgan teaches that the response information preparation means 
prepares the response information in a display form corresponding to a display medium at a 
response addressee. (See column 7 line 45-50, colunm 34 line 10-20) 
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Regarding claims 3, 54: Morgan teaches that the determination means m the print server 
would have to determine (define) an appropriate response message (response content) to be 
displayed in a user's console. (See column 7 line 45-50) Morgan further teaches to use a status 
collector (column 20 line 45-55) to store all definition of the status (response content) in the 
system. 

Regarding claims 4, 55: Morgan teaches that the status acquired (see status blocks 78 of 
column 12 line 19) indicates there are a plurality of statuses that occur at the same time. (See 
column 12 line 15-51) 

Regarding claims 5, 56: Morgan teaches that the response content preparation means 
includes response content information preparation data storage means (see controller of column 
12 line 45-51, note it is well known in the art that a controller is controlled by a program stored 
in a computer readable medium) for storing fixed information for each portion of a content that is 
prepared, and employs the fixed information to prepare a response content, (See column 12 line 
45-51) 

Regarding claims 6, 57: Morgan teaches that the response content preparation means 
includes response content preparation rule storage means (see controller of column 12 line 45-51, 
note it is well known in the art that a controller is controlled by a program stored in a computer 
readable medium) for a response content preparation rule, and employs the content preparation 
rule to prepare a response content. (See colunm 12 line 45-51) 
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Regarding claims 7, 58: As previous discussed (claim 1), Morgan and Mandel teach that 
the response is prepared in text form by using a sentence prepared in the response information 
preparation means. (Text preparation means, additional sentence preparation means) 

Regarding claims 8, 16, 59, 67: Morgan in view of Cain do not teach that the response 
information is outputted in electronic voice mail form. 

Mendel teaches that the response information is outputted in electronic voice mail form. 
(See column 28 line 1-17) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the response information conveying method of Morgan in 
view of Cain by: using an electronic voice mail response for Morgan in view of Cain's status 
report method. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have modified the response information conveying method of Morgan in view of Cain 
by the teaching of Mendel because of the following reasons: (a) it would have allowed a user to 
hear the status of the system; and (b) it would be benefited for a blind user that would hear. 

Regarding claims 9, 60: Morgan does not teach that the response information output 
means (addition means) adds an electronic mail header (see code number of column 28 line 1-20) 
to response information. 

Mendel teaches that the response information output means (addition means) adds an 
electronic mail header (see code number of column 28 line 1-20) to response information. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the response information conveying method of Morgan in 
view of Cain by: adding an electronic mail header to response information. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have modified the response information conveying method of Morgan in view of Cain 
by the teaching of Mendel because of the following reasons: (a) adding an electronic header to 
the response would have allowed the receiving medium to receive instructions in the header of 
how to process the response. 

Regarding claims 10, 1 1, 17, 61, 62, 68: Morgan does not teach that the output means 
outputs response information to a portable telephone and a pocket bell. 

Cain teaches that the output means outputs response information to a portable telephone 
(N3, fig. 1) and a pocket bell. (N4) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the response information conveying method of Morgan by: 
outputting response information to a portable telephone and a pocket bell. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have modified the response information conveying method of Morgan by the teaching of 
Cain because of the following reasons: (a) it would have allowed a user to hear the status of the 
system; (b) it would be benefited for a blind user that would hear; and (c) a pocket bell is easy to 
carry. 
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Regarding claims 12-14, 63-65: Morgan teaches to transmit printer status to other 
components in an LAN. (See fig. 1 and column 3 line 15-25) In fig, 1, Morgan shows that other 
components include a database management system (#53) and a file management system. (#24) 

Regarding claims 15, 66: Morgan discloses an LAN (see fig. 1 and column 33 line 38). 
Morgan in view of Cain and Mandel do not teach to use a home page for transmitting status. 

Howerver, it is well known in the art that an LAN can be added onto hitemet and in the 
Internet, a home page could be used to transmit information (printer status). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the response information conveying method of Morgan in 
view of Cain and Mandel by using a home page for transmitting status. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have modified the response information conveying method of Morgan in view of Cain 
and Mandel by the well known prior art because of the following reasons: (a) it would have 
allowed a user travels to a far away area and still be able to use and monitor the printer system by 
using Internet and it would be desirable for the user. 

Regarding claims 18, 69: Morgan does not show the use of a facsimile machine to 
transmit status information. 

Cain teaches the use of a facsimile machine to transmit status information. (N2, fig. 1) 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the response information conveying method of Morgan by: 
using a facsimile machine to transmit status information. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have modified the response information conveying method of Morgan by the teaching of 
Cain because of the following reasons (a) it would have allowed Morgan to transmit status 
information in case of electronic mail malfunction and status report cannot be transmitted by 
electronic mail; and (b) a facsimile machine is a widely used machine for transmitting data. 
Using a facsimile machine to transmit status would have provided Morgan's system a convenient 
and reliable way to ensure status information would reach most users. 

Regarding claims 103: Morgan discloses a print server (see fig. 1) to store a program to 
control the server (computer) to perform the function as discussed in claim 1 . (note: it is well 
known in the art that a computer is controlled by a program stored in a computer readable 
medium) 

t<P 

ko\^lo] 4. Claims 21, 22, 26, 28-31, 38-4^44-49, 51, 72, 73, 77, 79-82, 89-93, 95-100, 102, 105 

and 106 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Morgan et al. in view of 
Cain et al. as applied to claims 19, 70, and further in view of Hayashi et al. (U.S. Patent # 
5485246) 
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Regarding claims 21, 22, 26, 29, 72, 73, 77, 80: Morgan in view of Cain have disclosed 
all of the claims limitations except showing the determination a response procedure in 
consonance with the degree of importance of the status, and whether the response is to be sent 
out right the way depending on a condition that the status is important or to be sent out at a later 
time. 

Hayashi teaches to determine the importance of a status (see column 30 line 21-25) and 
according to the importance of the status, determine to send a response right the way or at a later 
time. Morgan, Mendel, and Hayashi are combinable because they are in the same area of sending 
status information. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the response information conveying method of Morgan in 
view of Cain by: allowing Morgan in view of Cain's response procedure determination mean to 
determine the importance of a status and according to the importance of the status, determine to 
send a response right the way or at a later time. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have modified the response information conveying method of Morgan in view of Cain 
by the teaching of Hayashi because of the following reasons: (a) it would have allowed Morgan 
to send status information at a time that the network is not busy and reduce trafiBc in peak time as 
taught by Hayashi at column 30 line 25-35 and (b) reducing traffic in peak time would have 
benefited the system because it would have speed up data transmission time during peak time. 
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Regarding claims 28, 79: Morgan in view of Cain have disclosed all of the claim 
limitations except shoving the determination a degree of detail in an explanation. 

Hayashi teaches to determination whether to send an "error" message or a more detail 
massage such as "service man call", (see column 30 line 1-3) Morgan and Hayashi are 
combinable because they are in the same area of sending status information. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the response information conveying method of Morgan in 
view of Cain by: allowing Morgan in view of Cain's response procedure determination mean to 
determine a degree of detail in an explanation 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have modified the response information conveying method of Morgan in view of Cain 
by the teaching of Hayashi because of the following reasons: (a) it would have allowed Morgan 
to send less information while the system would require less detail explanation of the status and 
thereby, increase system efficiency. 

Regarding claims 30, 31, 81, 82: Morgan m view of Cain have disclosed all of the claims 
limitations except showing the determination of a re-response procedure. 

Hayashi teaches to determine a re-response procedure (See fig. 52, m fig. 52, the longer 
the human flag is set, the larger the number of re-response there is ) by continuously requesting 
communication between the control device and a copier. Morgan and Hayashi are combinable 
because they are in the same area of sending status information. 



• 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the response information conveying method of Morgan in 
view of Cain by: allowing Morgan in view of Cain's response procedure determination mean to 
determine a re-response procedure by continuously requesting communication between the server 
and a client 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have modified the response information conveying method of Morgan in view of Cain 
by the teaching of Hayashi because of the following reasons: (a) it would have allowed Morgan 
to send status information at a time when the system is not busy and would ensure the transfer of 
important status to a destination. 

Regarding claims 38, 39, 89, 90: Morgan teaches that the response apparatus further 
comprising: response message determination means (event handler of coiunm 16 line 58-69) for 
determining a response message in accordance with the determined type of error, (coiunm 7 line 
45-50), and the response information preparation means prepares the response information for 
the response medium, (see discussion of claims 19, 70) 

Morgan in view of Cain do not disclose a response result determination mean to 
determine whether a or not a response has failed and a re-response control mean continuously 
requesting communication between a client and the server for Morgan's response apparatus. 

Hayashi teaches to determine whether a response has failed (fig. 52 The human body set 
is an indication of failed response) and to determine to re-response procedure (The return in fig. 
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52 is an indication of re-response) by continuously requesting communication between a copier 
and a control device, (the response procedure is different from the re-response procedure because 
the response procedure would not loop back to the top of the program, (see fig. 52 of Hayashi) 
while the re-response procedure would) Morgan and Hayashi are combinable because they are in 
the same area of sending status information. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person with ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Morgan in view of Cain by: providing a response result 
determination mean to determine whether a or not a response has failed and a re-response control 
mean continuously requesting communication between a client and the server for Morgan in 
view of Cain's response apparatus. 

It would have been obvious to a person with ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Morgan in view of Cain by the teaching of Hayashi 
because of the following reasons: (a) it would have allowed Morgan to detect the result of 
response and to re-response if the response has failed and would ensure that important status 
would reach the destination. 

Regarding claims 44, 45, 95, 96: Morgan in view of Cain have disclosed all of the claim 
limitations as recited in claim 19, and 38 except providing a response address acquisition means 
for the response apparatus of Morgan to acquire status information of the response addressee 

Morgan teaches that the addressee is a person. (Column 7 line 40-50) When the 
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addressee's computer is not read to receive the response, the person located in the addressee is 
not ready to manage the response because he would have no response to manage. 

Hayashi further teaches to use a response addressee status acquisition means (see program 
of fig. 52, column 27 line 30-41) to acquire a status of the copier (addressee of a communication 
that the control device initiated) such that the determination means in the control device would 
determine whether information would be successfully passed between the control device and the 
copier. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person with ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Morgan in view of Cain by: providing a response 
address acquisition means for the response apparatus of Morgan and Cain to acquire status 
information of the response addressee. 

It would have been obvious to a person with ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Morgan in view of Cain by the teaching of Hayashi 
because of the following reasons: (a) it would have allowed the response system of Morgan to 
know when to transmit the response to the response addressee and thereby preventing status 
information being transmitted while the response addressee is not ready to receive the status 
information and thereby, conserve network communication bandwidth. 

Regarding claims 40, 46, 91, 97: Morgan teaches that the response procedure includes a 
plurality of procedures such as the procedure of sending response to a file server and a procedure 
of sending response to a service manager. (See fig. 1, column 8 line 19-25) 
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Regarding claims 41, 47, 49, 92, 98, 100: Morgan in view of Cain do not teach to use a 
reply (status) to send back to the response party so that the response party would determine 
whether a response has failed. 

Hayashi teaches to use a reply (status) to send back to the response party (See received 
results of communication of fig. 74) so that the response party would determine whether a 
response has failed. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person with ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Morgan in view of Cain by: using a reply (status) to 
send back to the response party (See received results of communication of fig. 74) so that the 
response party would determine whether a response has failed. 

It would have been obvious to a person with ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Morgan in view of Cain by the teaching of Hayashi 
because of the following reasons: (a) it would have allowed the response party to determine 
whether a response has failed. 

Regarding claims 42, 48, 93, 99: Morgan in view of Cain do not teach that response 
failure would be indicated when a predetermined time has elapsed. 

Hayashi teaches that response failure would be indicated when a predetermined time has 
elapsed. (See timer>3min in fig. 74) 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person with ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Morgan in view of Cain such that the response failure 
would be indicated when a predetermined time has elapsed. 

It would have been obvious to a person with ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Morgan in view of Cain by the teaching of Hayashi 
because of the following reasons: (a) it would have allowed users to realize the response has 
failed. 

Regarding claims 51, 102: The determination mean would have to determine what to 
transfer before it could transfer or otherwise, what it transfer would not have made senses to the 
receiving party. 

Regarding claims 105 and 106: Morgan discloses a print server (see fig. 1) to store a 
program as discussed in claims 89, 95. 

Response to Arguments 
5. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-102, 104-106 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Action is Final, Necessitated by Amendment 
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6. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground of rejection presented in this office 
action. Therefore, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 706.07(a). Applicant is 
reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTHS shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SEX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Conclusion 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to King Y. Poon whose telephone number is (703) 305-0892 or to Supervisor 
Mr. David Moore whose phone number is (703) 308-7452. 

October 8, 2001 ^ ^ , 
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